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IV.— ON CERTAIN CORRUPTIONS IN THE PERSAE 
OF AESCHYLUS. 

145-149. 

(ppovriBa KeSvfjV Ka\ fiaBufiovkov 
dwfieda, xP f l a &* JrpoafjKet, 
ttS>s apa 7rpd(r<rei Sip^rjs (3ao~ik€vs 
Aapeioyevrjs, rb irarpavvfuov 
yivos fipirepov. 

When the words yivos fipJ^pov are applied to a single person, as 
they are applied to Xerxes here, they can signify only our offspring. 
They cannot signify, as the scholiast and most commentators 
would have them, o-vyyevfjs f/ptv, our kinsman or our compatriot : 
yivos has no such meaning. But the offspring of the elders who 
recite these lines Xerxes was not ; and yivos fipirepov, accordingly, 
they cannot call him. Further exception might be taken, were it 
not superfluous, to the epithet irarpavipiov, a natural title indeed 
for the whole people which drew from its forefather Perseus the 
name of Persian, but devoid of special application to the king and 
conveying, in his regard, nothing not already conveyed by Aapew- 
yevrjs. In Mr. Paley's translation ' one of our race which bears the 
name of its ancestor Perseus ' there is involved, even if we condone 
the rendering of yivos, a further fallacy which a glance at my italics 
will detect. As for Hermann's ' genus a Perseo ductum, unde nos 
nomen habemus, ideoque nobis cognatum,' it has really little 
relation to the Greek. 

What has happened seems clear. The dipodia to irarpavviuov 
stands one line higher than it was meant to stand, and errs in one 
letter. The chorus should rightly enquire : 

Tras apa trpao-o-u Sip^rjs /3ao-tXe\is 

Aapeioyevrjs 

yivos fipirepov re irarpavvpiov ' 

hcnv it fares with Xerxes the king and with our Persian folk. 
Their care is not for Xerxes alone, but also for the men of whom 
he has emptied Persia : it is, as they say in vv. 8 sq., apxpl voarm tS 

SaaiKeiip km trokv^piaov arpanas. 
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162-167. 
ravra drj Xtirovcr iKavia ^putreooToXjUou? 86povs 
Kal to Aaptiov re Kap-ov kolvov €Vvarr)piov. 
Kal fie Kapbiav dfivo-(rei (ppovrls ' is 5' v/xas ipas 
pv8ov, ovbap.5>s ipavrrjs ovo~ dbelp-avroSy (ftiXot, 165 

^17 jxiyas Trkovros Kovluas ovbas avrpt'^rj 77081 
o\(3ov, ov Aapzios rjptv ovk aVeu 6e5>v twos. 

I have briefly signified elsewhere my view of v. 165. (pavri}s, 
which is supposed to mean n-epi ipavTtjs, is in the MS text destructive 
of sense : we learn as Atossa proceeds that her fear is not for her- 
self, but for her absent son and the fortune of Persia. A corruption 
is recognized by all recent editors, and Weil, with the approval of 
Kirchhoff and Wecklein, has conjectured pv8av ovSap,S>s ipavrijs ov$' 

dbelpavrop, referring to Soph. Aiax 481 oidiis ipu iroff u>s \m6$\r)Tov 

\6yov, I Mas , eKcgas, a\\a rrjs cravrov (f>pev6s. This gives no suitable mean- 
ing, for Atossa's speech is assuredly not inroftXrjTos, nor, so far as I 
can discern, in any sense oi>x iavrrjs ; but that so unsatisfactory a 
conjecture should have been made and approved is all the more 
striking a testimony to the strength of feeling against the MS 
text. I have proposed to write : 

is d vfias ipa> [sc. tt]v (^povrlda], 
6 v p. 6 v ovdapas ifiavTJjs ouo~ dbeipavros ktX. 

ifiavTijs then depending on 8vp6v. To cite only the most apposite 
examples of a widespread error, the Medicean MS gives pvQovoBm 
for 6vpovo-6ai in Ag. 1367 and 8vp.<o for pida in Soph. Ant. 718. 

But my purpose in reverting to the passage is to champion a 
neglected emendation of Rauchenstein's in v. 166. itXovtos cannot 
Kovlo-ai nor can it dvrptyat. iro&l, and is now generally given up for 
corrupt. The correction which to me appears uniquely apt is 
Rauchenstein's o-rparos. The change is really a slight one : o-t 
and w are much confused in cursives and minuscules, p and X in 
all MSS of all ages, a and ov with especial frequency in the text of 
Aeschylus. Only by reading o-rparos will you elicit any just sense 
from KovLo-as olhas : Atossa fears lest the flight of the great army 
covering the face of the earth with dust should overthrow the 
fortune which Darius, God helping him, built up. Homer in S 
145, speaking of an army, uses ebpv kovIo-ovow irtbiov as an ornamental 
equivalent for <peC£ovrai., and has Koviovrts wtSioio, of horses and 
chariots, more than once; Aeschylus in Sept. 60, the only other 
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place where he employs the verb, has or par 6s x<°P e ') «"i«'i 
and delights in the association of kovis and arparos : Suppl. 186 6pS> 

koviv, avavhov ayyeXov arparov, Sept. 79 p^Seirai arparos o-TparoTteSov \iiru>v 
. . . aldepla kovis pe ireidei (pavetcra, probably Ag. 500. Let it not be 

thought that this reading would require noo-Lv for n-oSi : the singular 
wo'Sa is similarly used of a multitude in Suppl. 31. It is quite 
possible that Aeschylus wrote avrpfyn n-eSoi, but I only mention this 
lest any one else should make the same guess and fall in love 
with it. 

27 1-280. 

XO. 0TOTOT0I, parav Str. 

ra iroXea jie\ea irapptyrj 

yas at! ' Am8os ^X# eVr atav 

ftqav, EXXaSa x&pav. 
AT. ttKt]8ovo-i vfKpiav Bvoirorpws i(f>dapp(va>v 275 

"Zakapivos aicrai irds re npoo-^wpos roVos. 
XO. otototoX, (plXav ant. 

dXidova pekea irapj3a(prj 

KarBavovra Xeytis qxpcadai 

7r\ayKTois iv biirkaKtfTtTiv. 280 

All that I here propose to myself is to finish the correction of 
two errors already emended in the main. In vv. 273 sq. the appo- 
sition atav, xa>pav is, to be sure, Greek, but not the Greek of a good 
writer. The function of apposition is to add something to the 
sense, and we therefore do not place in apposition two words 
which, like a'a and x<»P a > are synonyms. Weil has restored the 
diction of Aeschylus by what will be found on examination an 

easy change, raVS' air' 'Ao-iSos ?j\dev alas daav 'EXXriSa x^P av < an< ^ tri > s 

is approved by Oberdick and Wecklein. But the illustrious critic 
and his followers have overlooked the fact that a'a is not employed 
by the tragic writers except in places where the metre refuses yaia, 
and that therefore tragedy may be ransacked in vain for such a 
phenomenon as alas preceded by an ephelcystic v. No : just as 

Aeschylus writes Pers. 390 Karetrxe yaiav not Karicrxev atav, 502 Xiraicri 
yaiav not Xiralo-iv aiav, Suppl. 272 dvrJKe yam not dvrJKev ata, IO39 x*vpao-i 

yaias not x^vpaariv alas, so he must here have written not rfkdev alas 
but rj\de yalas- And this will perhaps be even nearer to the MS, 
for the resemblance between r and n in capitals and uncials often 
amounts almost to identity. 

In v. 280 we are at once arrested by the question : why nXayKrois 
instead of irkayKrals ? There is here no such metrical excuse as 
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may be pleaded for nXayKTos ovo-a in Ag. 598. Further, it is felt on 
all hands that in vagrant cloaks is an absurd expression, and 
indeed that in this rapid summary of disaster such a detail as hmXd- 
Ketra-iv is itself somewhat trivial and beside the mark. Hence the 
rash invent unheard-of meanings for S«rXa£ ; the prudent have 
recourse to conjecture. Hartung proposes o-mXd&eo-oLv, which I 
think right and hope to establish; but plainly the passage is not 
emended yet. rrXayKrots is now less defensible than ever ; to get 
rid of it, Hartung ruins the metre by writing nXdyKr', and is thus 
driven to more violence in the strophe ; Weil suggests nXayKTwv, an 
improbable alteration ; Wecklein nXayKTois, an improbable con- 
struction. And not only is further change thus involved, but it is 
also far from clear how o-mXdSeo-o-iv became SmXaKeo-o-iv. 

If however Aeschylus wrote nXdyKT iv\ o-n-iXddeo-o-tv all is explained 
as the result of TrXayKTe^mXaSio-o-iv. By a frequent error k was 
written for to-; the correction, added above the line or in the 
margin, was mistaken, through the perpetual confusion of 1 with 
o(, for a correction of nXdyier' to TrXayKToTs ; and out of the monstrous 
KTrtXiiSfo-o-iv the Greek word hmXdKto-o-iv inevitably emerged, for 
(cn-iXaS and hmXaK are different arrangements of the same six letters. 
It says nothing against this correction that a trochee in the anti- 
strophe thus answers a spondee in the strophe, since Aeschylus 
habitually admits such correspondence in glyconic bases : those 
scholars who retain SW in v. 274 may even prefer a trochee in v. 
280, but I myself find bdav a necessary alteration. Let me add, in 
favor of hi, that the epic form has a peculiar fitness as recalling 
the ttotI ancXdSaratv of Homer ; and, in favor of the entire emenda- 
tion, that the words peXea Xeyeis (pepeoSai iv\ (nriXdS«T<np truthfully 

represent the TtXifiovm ve<pS,v dxrai of the messenger, while the MS 
reading puts into his mouth what he never said. 

293-295- 

(Tiyw TrdXai Siktttjvos eKTrtffXTjyutvr] 
KaKols ' virepftdXXei yap rj$€ avpcpopa, 
to prjT€ Xtgai \ir\T epcorrjo-at TrdSrj. 

It appears impossible that v. 295 should mean to pjre o-e Xegm 
■n-ddr] /njjre ipe epa>Tt}o-ac aird : besides, grant it possible, the statement 
is untrue : the messenger has already given, between the ejacula- 
tions of the chorus, a terse and comprehensive summary of the 
miBrj in question. It remains then to take Xegai apart from wddr), 
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with Atossa for its subject, in the sense of cpdeygao-Bai. But this 
again is impossible, for Xeya is not so used : prfiiv \4gai would be 
required. The difficulty seems to have been first apprehended by 
Wecklein, who proposes <\>avuv : this word may have been expelled 
by a superscript gloss Xiyeiv, and Xeyav may then have been altered 
for metre's sake to X<?£m. There is a far simpler way : nothing 
more, I believe, is needed to restore the passage than the addition 
of a single letter : 

to p.ryr iXeygai p.rfr cpa>Trjo-<u wa8rf. 

eXtygai and epmrrjo-ai are almost synonyms ; but this virtual tautology 
is of a kind rather sought after than shunned by the tragic style : 

closely parallel is Soph. O. T. 1305 7rdXX' dvepeadai, iroXXa nv8£o-8ai. 

453-456. 

ivravBa 7re/«r« roicrb , anas, or e< veav 
(pffapevres ex^P 01 vrjo-ov (KO-<a£otaTo, 
KT€ipoi€V ^v^ipayrov EXX^wai/ orparbv, 
<f>iXovs 8 vireKO-(6£oi(V ivaXiav nopwv. 

In this, the vulgate text, the word «o-o)fomro might not itself 
arouse suspicion. But suspicion is aroused when only two lines 
below we come to vneKo-afriev ; aroused not by the mere repetition, 
for the Greeks are less careful than the Romans and the moderns 
to avoid this fault, but by the following considerations. When 
eVo-afo) and vTrtKo-(?£a> occur with this brief interval, the element 
-o-cp£a> ought to mean the same thing in each verb, and the 
elements t>jre«- ought to mean something more than the element 
(K-. But the reverse is the fact. There is no tangible differ- 
ence, as. there ought to be, between i<- in v. 454 and iweK- 
in v. 456: there is a tangible difference, as there ought not 
to be, between o-ipCa in v. 454, which signifies merely bring 
to land (to meet death), and o-afa in v. 456, which signifies 
save alive. And suspicion mounts to something like certainty 
when we turn to the apparatus criticus and find that the MS 
reading is not i«raColaTo but i^o-a&Uvro, with « written overhead as 
a correction. The question then is not whether we will stick to 
the MS or desert it ; no one dreams of sticking to it : the ques- 
tion is whether we will take the conjecture of a Byzantine scribe, 
which imports some difficulty, or the conjecture of a modern critic 
with the resources of science at his disposal. M. Stahl has pro- 
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posed igoio-oLaro, an amendment suggested, I presume, by Herod. 

VIII *JO cos, imav yevrjrai vaupaxii}, iv&avra pd\io~Ta i^oLcropiv<av rcov re 

av&p&v Kai. tS>v uavrjylav. But the future optative appears to be inex- 
cusable ; there is here no oratio obliqua. We shall approach the 
MS even more closely if we restore the word which the lexicons 
will show to be the most natural of all words for the occasion : 

i^a>6oiaTo. 

668-671. 

OTTCOS Katvd T€ kXvJJS 

via t dx*} 
dicrnora bztrnorov 
KpdvrjOt. 

Dindorf's b^o-norav for Sho-ttotov in v. 670 seems to me probably 
right ; but my present concern is with v. 668. The answering 
verse in the strophe is fiakrjv, apxaios fSakrjv : when we compare the 
two it appears that the scansion must be ^ — <->— ^-. To shorten 

the penultimate ai of apxaios, as of ireTpalos, 7raAaids, yepaios, Sixmos 

and Sefivuios in tragedy, epwaws in Homer and Xrjdaios in Anacreon, 
is quite permissible. But it is not equally legitimate to lengthen 
re before «\ in v. 668 ; and a long syllable is therefore required in 
its stead. This should seemingly be restored by the almost 
imperceptible change Kaiva ya for <aivd re. The confusion of ydi 
and re needs no explaining ; but I will adduce another example 
of the same error, which I detect in Eum. 803. The MS there 
gives 

uftei? Se re Trjde yg fiapvv kotov 
(TKT)\lrr]Te. 

The verse has no metre, and its meaning is precisely the opposite 
of the meaning demanded. I suppose that Aeschylus wrote 

vpels §e yala Tijfie fifj fiapvv kotov 
o~Kri^r}Ti» 

yaiai, by the omission of one at, became yu ; this surprising Dori- 
cism naturally evoked a marginal correction yn, which however 
missed its mark and was substituted not for ya but for ^ ; then 
■ya was further corrupted, as in Pers. 658, to re. 

815-817. 

roiyap Ka.K.a>$ 8pd(iapT€$ ovk eXdcraova 
Traaxovai) rd Se fieWovai, KoufieTroo ko.kS>v 
Kf>r)7rls vnevriv, d\\ Zt ewuSuerai. 
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I take for a starting point Schuetz's canSienu, believing it to be 
the first stride, and that a great one, towards the restoration of the 
passage. True, it is to insult Aeschylus to suppose him the author 
of such a sentence as results from this correction, if correction here 
stops short. But every impeachment which can be brought against 
iicmSuzTcu is equally an impeachment of the MS reading eWaifieierat, 
which apparently therefore is recommended to its defenders 
merely by its intrinsic absurdity : neither koko eWaiSeverm nor /cpi^is 
tWaiSeijeTai has any vestige of a meaning. Against the emended 
line there lie two objections of great though unequal gravity. To 
take the lighter first, the clash of metaphor in Kpijms and eWtfiuerm 
is hardly credible : the laying of a foundation and the welling 
forth of a spring are two images which refuse to be made one. Still, 
the Greeks were less sensitive to such incongruity than we are, 
and though I think no real parallel can be adduced, it might yet 
be possible to find examples only less harsh than this. 

But there remains a far heavier, a fatal objection. It is entirely 
permissible to say, with impressive exaggeration, oiSeW kukwv 
Kprjnls virto-nv, that is, calamity is as yet not even begun. Precisely 
thus does Prometheus say in P. V. 767 ovs yap pvv a^Koas \6yovs | 
dvai Sok« a-oi p.rjbiira'v irpooiplois. But, having said so much, there 
you must stop : you cannot proceed to say dXX' It' eKmSverai, but it 
is still going on. Begin by saying that a thing is not yet finished, 
then you may proceed to say, with such pleonasm as poets love, 

that it IS Still going on : ovSeTra kokwv | ?7reon dpiyicbs, dXX' eV' eWtSuerai, 

for instance, would be the writing, not indeed of a decent stylist, 
but still the writing of a sane man. But to say that a thing is not 
yet begun but is still going on is such nonsense as not one of us 
can conceive himself uttering in the loosest negligence of conver- 
sation ; only when centuries of transcription by barbarians have 
imputed it to an incomparable poet, then we accept it as a matter 
of course. 

I will ask the reader not to take fright at what may strike the 
first glance as a violent change ; it is not really such. 

KOvd£ira> Katcoiv 
Kprjvls cmeafirjK. , dXX' er' e'/c7riouerai. 

v and -a are commonly confused in uncials, and even if they were 
not, two words like Kprjvls and Kpryrrls, which coincide in five of their 
letters and differ only in one, are always easily interchanged. 
Why, in the verb a-fiivvvfu, (3 should tend to become t, I cannot 
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tell ; but the fact is so : thus in Eur. Med. 1218 airiapt) has been 

corrupted to djreorij, in Aesch. Ag. 879 KaTto-{it)Ka<nv to KaSeoTTjKamv. 

But now airco-rriK and vneoTiv are palaeographically almost the same 
thing : dn- and for- are confused ' dici non potest quotiens,' says 
Bast; r) and 1 were for ages identical in sound ; k and v in uncial 
MSS nearly identical in shape. For the metaphor see v. 745 

k a k a> v eoiKt irrjy fj naatv r/vprjadai <f>i\ois. 

847-853- 
a> Salpov, &s fi( 7rdXX iaepxerat xaxa 
ei\yr), fiaXiara 8 ijSe (rvprpopa daKvet 
anplap y€ naidos dpcfn triapart 

i<T8r)fxdraiv K^vovffav, fj viv dfXTTe^i, 85O 

dXX eipt, Kai Xafioiiaa KOtrpov eV Bopcov 
viravna&iv ejua> 7rai8i nHpatropat ' 
ov yap ra (plXrar t'v KaKols npodaxropev. 

The earliest attempt to mend the metre of v. 852 is the trans- 
position n-ai'8' e'pS in the inferior MSS. This elision was of course 
impossible to Aeschylus, and the assumed corruption is inexpli- 
cable : few scribes would find naiS ipv a difficulty, no scribe would 
find tpa mufti an improvement. The same objection holds against 
Burges' nai&l pov and Lobeck's nm8' ipov, which depart yet further 
from the MS : Lobeck's conjecture is moreover discountenanced 
by the inavriafc lmtbl of v. 836. Other proposals are even less 
plausible. 

It seems to have been generally assumed that the words <•>» 
naiSl, though themselves corrupt, nevertheless represent correctly 
the sense of the lost words or word. But there is no reason to think 
so, for TTtuSi is readily supplied from what precedes : the dative is 
in like manner omitted after this verb in v. 4 10 Uepo-i&os yXaxro-tjs 
podos virr)VTia£e. Disembarrassed of this preconception I think we 
shall restore the verse without much ado : 

viravria&iv ipiroa&v neipdaopai 

I will essay lo meet him on his way. The descent from ipiro&av 
through ipwedm to epmaiSou consisted of the easiest stages : thence 
the shortest way to Greek was the transposition of one letter, ipS> 
nai8i, which may well have stood in some ancestor of our MS, for 
one school of copyists writes lp.5> where another writes ipai and 
where we write ipa. 
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It will illustrate one stage in this corruption if I here emend 
Eur. I. T. 755-8 : 

€^aip€TOP fioi 80s roS , rjp n pavs 7rd$^ 
XT] Se'Xroff ev kXvScopi xpTjfidrap pera 
a<papi]S yiprjrai, aapa 8 (Kcracrco popov, 
top opKOP elvai raphe pr/icer' tpTredop. 

Pylades and Iphigenia have interchanged oaths, she that she will 
send him safely away, he that he will carry her letter to her brother. 
But then it strikes him that he may lose the letter through ship- 
wreck and be therefore unable to fulfil his oath ; so he desires to 
make the exception that in those circumstances it shall no longer 
be binding. But this is not the meaning of the words ™ Sp K op 
thai rdc8e /iijxcr' ipTrtbop. What efwreSoj Spicos means we perfectly 

Well know from V. 79O top 8' opKOP bp Kara/poo-' e'piT(8a>o-opep, we will 

perform the oath which I sware, and from many another passage 
where the phrase recurs : tpirebos SpKos means an oath which 
is performed. Now Pylades cannot without absurdity beg of 
Iphigenia that if the letter is lost his oath shall not be performed : 
that is ex hypothesi certain. What he must ask is that his oath 
shall not be considered incumbent on him to perform, that he shall 
be held guiltless though he does not perform it. And this in 
Greek will be : 

roe opKOP eivai top8c prjKer ipiroSav. 

See Aesch. P. V. 13 acpap ph iprokrf Aws I %x el TfXor Sfj k oi) (Sep 
e pir o 8 o) p en. 

A. E. Hoosman. 

London, March, 1888. 



